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| CDPHE Comments,.d:

11 Section 1.0 (page 1)

The words “surface and subsurface” have been deleted

they are connected to action levels. However, there are
distinctions between surface and'subsurface sampling
methods and how the sampling results are applied to

- surface and subsurface soil. The words should be inserted
back into the first sentence-of the fitst paragraph.

| Add the words “accelerated action” to the first sentence of
the second paragraph (“...streamiline the accelerated

| action decision process.. .”) to-distinguish this sampling
process from the CRA samplin‘gb ‘

Re _ponse S

throughout this document, ‘which is appropriate wherever * | no longer separate ALs for surface and subsurface soil (even

In accordance with the RFCA Modification (June 2003), there are

through there may be different cleanup levels). Subsurface
sampling methods are specifically called out in Section 4.9.3

(page 96).

“Accelerated action” will not be added before the words decision
process in the first sentence of the second paragraph. As
specified in Section 3.1.1, first paragraph, first sentence: “The
nature and extent of contamination must be known with adequate

12 Section 1.1 Jpage 4)

The advantages of the IA strategy would be’ clearer if the
second to last sentence in the third paragraph of this
section were expanded

The IA Strategy approach accelerates docurnent
preparation and review times by consolidating IHSSs. into

| groups and regumng 51gn;ﬁcantly fewer document

(page 4)

confidence to make accelerated action decisions.” (page 42)

The following text was added to Section 1.1, third paragraph, |
fourth sentence: “...by consolidating IHSSs, PACs, and UBC
Sites into groups that require 51gmﬁcantly fewer documents.”

3 | Section 1.3 (page 8) : ' 4
The third paragraph in this section should reflect the

| current SAP Addenda review and approval process.

| Addenda are often provided to-CDPHE months prior to

| initiating work and the process generally involves a
comment/comment resolution cycle, so the first sentence
| should read: "CDPHE and EPA will have 14 calendar
days to review, provide ¢ comments aask for an extension,
| or approve the Addenda." The 4th sentence should also

Section 1.3, third paragraph, first sentence was revised to state:
“CDPHE and EPA will have 14 calendar days to review and
provide comments on IABZSAP Addenda. DOE will discuss and
resolve regulatory agency comments before a ﬁnal addendum is
issued.” (page 8)
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Appendix L

_ ResL_se L : s
8 -Section 3.1.1 — Inputs to.the Decision (page 44) The text in Sectlon 3 1. 1 Inputs 10 the Deczsron number 4 1tem
' To be consistent, the second sentence of 1tem 4. a) should a) was changed to the following:
| be modified: ‘| “Soil PCOC concentrations for inorganics will be compared to
: 'PCOC concentrations for orgamcs will be. the background means plus two standard deviations. Soil PCOC
compared to detectlon limits. concentrations for organics will be compared to MDLs for
: existing data or RLs for accelerated action data.” (page 43)
9 . : ' o
: The phrase “either nonradionuclides or” must be added Nonradionuclides were added to Section 3.1.1, Inputs to the
back to items c)- ‘and ¢é) in order to be compliant with Decision; number 4, as a new item d). (page 43)
| RFCA Attachment 5 (Sectlon 1.1) and the IGD (Sectlon : A '
3.72). :
10 | Section 3.1.1.= Inputfo the Decision age 45 ‘ : _
The five bulléts undet item f) go beyond determining the | Section 3.1.1, Inputs to the Decision, number 4, item g (formerly
extent of an AOC and should be limited fo that process or | f) correctly describes the AOC process. The data are collected
be re-titled. The: description of this process should clarify | and described for the entire IHSS Group not for individual IHSSs,
that it begins with the data from an 1nd1v1dual IHSS, PAC, | PACs, or UBC sites. (page 44) '
{or UBC rather than IHSS groups. Figure 20 (now Flgure 19) was changed to clanfy these concepts.
o P _ (page 45)
The term “hot spot” in these sections was changed to “localized
area of elevated PCOC concentration.”
11 Flggge 20 ' . o N L
- | The process in this: ﬁgure goes beyond determining the | Figure 20 (now Figure 19) encompasses both the initial AOC
extent 6f an AOC and should be limited to that process or | determination based on existing data and the final AOC
it should be: re-tltled Tt is unclear what is meant by determination based on charactenzatlon and/or confirmation data.
“Manage or ‘Evaluate” to the right of the declswn diamond
askmg, “Is remedlatlon needed?”- Flgure 20 (now Figure 19) was modlﬁed to reflect multiple OUs.
The title is correct; however, it was changed to “Initial and Final
Area of Concern Determination” to more accurately reflect the
contents of the Figure. The “remediation” box was changed to -
“no further accelerated action.” (page 45)
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The text in Sectlon 3 1.1 »Inputs to the Deczszons number 7 was

4 ~ad10nuchde PCOCs” shiould be
changed to gamc and radlonuchde PCOCs” twice in
Demsmn Rule #2.: ~ :

The Accelerated Action: Ecologlcal Screening Process changed to the following:
(AAESP) has been added as the 7h input for makmg “Ecological information developed as part of the Accelerated

.| characterization dec151ons per this’ IABZSAP However, | Action Ecological Screening Evaluation (AAESE) (Appendix

| the AAESP will not generate data on its own. Ecological | D).” (page 46)
data should be included as part of the “IABZSAP-
generated characterization data” mentioned in item #6.
Since the AAESP i is largely independent from the

IABZSAP decision. process, including the AAESP as here
as a soutce of dataand in Appendix D may not be
appropriate. It and:the CRA Methodology should
certainly be mentioned and their relatlonshlp to the

' IABZSAP summanzed . :

13 : 3 : _ : ,
The box at the top of these dlagrams should read “Usable | The first box at the top of Figures 22 (now Figure 21, page 48)
Data (see Flgure 21) ” The new loop in these flow ‘and 24 (now Figure 23, page 55) was changed to “Dataset from
diagrams for rionradionuclides is unnecessary and is DQF Process (Figure 20).” A separate loop for nonradionuclides
inconsistent with RFCA Attachment 5-and the IGD. All | is required and a box was added for the agreed-to SOR. In
PCOCs sheuld‘fg through the paths that are now accordance with RFCA, the SOR for the RFCA radionuclides
for radior ‘must be calculated.
‘The term “single data point” was changed to “PCOC
4 | concentration.” .
14 - S : '
The first box at the top of Figure 23 (now Figure 22, page 49) .
’ The words “for radlonuchdes was changed to “Dataset from DQF Process (Figure 20).” A new
the second decision diamond. decision diamond was added for nonradionuclides.
‘15 : :

‘The phrase “metal and radionuclide PCOCs” in Section 3. 1.1,
Decision Rules, Decision Rule 2, was changed to “inorganic and
radionuclide PCOCs.” (page 46)
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A hot spot evaluatlon step should be included in the

| decision rules-as’ 1t 1s in Figure 24. Sectron 52 should be

referenced.

Decision rules 4 5,:6,.and 7 must be revrsed to comply
with RFCA Aftachmént. 5 and the: IGD The followrng
revisions are suggested '

Ifa srngle maximum PCOC concentration in surface soil
is equal to or greater ‘than its RFCA AL, aggregation and
evaluation as desctibed in declsron rule 6 are necessary in
accordance with RECA requrrements

If surface sorl concentratrons ata grven location for 2 or
more PCOCs' exceeds 10% of their respective WRW ALs
(10 risk or 0.1 of HI), then sum-of-ratios (SOR) values
will be separately calculated, as necessary, for
radionuclides; fot non-radiological carcmogemc PCOCs,
and for non-radlologrcal non-carcinogenic PCOCs. If an

| SOR value at a given location is greater than or equal to 1,

aggregation and evaluation as described in decision rule 7
will be made in accordance with RFCA requirements.
Otherwise the PCOC concentratrons are less than the:
RFCA ALs and the soil does not need to.be further
evaluated-or remedrated in accordance with RFCA

“evaluation as a potential localized area of elevated PCOC
concentration (hot spot) will be necessary.”

' The text is correct as stands. Decision Rule 5 (now 6) must be

exceeds 1, the nonradiological carcinogenic contaminants and
nonradiological noncarcinogenic contaminants may each be
-| summed separately. Data will be aggregated and evaluated as

| by target organ.” (page’ 50)

The following decision rule was added to Section 3.1.1 Decision
Rules, Decision Rule 9 (page 50) and to Section 3.2.1 Decision
Rules, Decision Rule 8 (page 56): “If a single maximum surface
soil COC concentration is equal to or greater than the RFCA AL
and the ratio of the 95% UCL of the mean concentration to it$
respective RFCA AL is greater than or equal to 1, additional

included because it is _the radionuclide SOR.

The following decision rule was added to Section 3.1.1, Decision
Rules, Decision Rule 7:. “If more than one nonradiological
surface soil contaminant concentration is detected above RLs for
organics or background means plus two standard deviations for
inorganics and exceeds 10 percent of the respective WRW AL,
then a SOR at a given location will be calculated for those
contaminants that exceed 10 percent of their WRW AL. IfaSOR {-

described in Decision Rule 8 in accordance with RFCA
requirements. Otherwise,the soil does not need to be further
evaluated or remediated in accordance with RFCA requirements.
If further evaluation is necessary, the data may also be summed

The other decision rules are correct as stand. Replacmg ‘evaluate

requrrements

or manage” wrth “remediation” is not appropriate in this decision
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"If the ratio of the 95% UCL of the mean concentratlon for
'a PCOC in surface soil o its respective RFCA AL across

the AOC is greater: than or equal to 1, the PCOC is
consrdered a COC and a; remedial action decision will be

‘made in accordance with RFCA requirements. Otherwise

the PCOC concentratlons are less than RFCA ALs in that
AOC and the sorl does ot need to be further evaluated or

[ remedlated in accordance with RFCA requlrements

| If the SOR of the 95% UCL of the mean concentration for

all PCOCs identified in ‘DecisionRule #5 to.10%.of their
respective ALs.across the AOC is greater than or equal to
1, the PCOCs are ‘then' considered COCs. Remedial action
decisions based on COCs will be made in-accordance with

RFCA requrrements Otherwise the PCOC concentrations -

are less than RFCA ALs in that AOC and the soil does not
need to be further evaluated or remedlated in accordance
wnh RFCA requlrements

If soil contammatron is: 1dent1ﬁed below 6 mches in depth,
evaluation as de cnbed in the RFCA Subsurface Soil Risk

Screen-is néces.

| The following declslon rules were added to Section 3. 1 1

-“If a single subsurface soil COC concentration is equal to or

document ecause the remedlal decrslon is part of the ER R OP
process not the SAP process.

Deczszon Rules:

Decision Rule 9 (page 50)
“If a single maximum surface soil COC concentration is equal to .

or greater than the RFCA"AL and the ratio of the 95% UCL of the.
'| mean concentration to its respective RFCA AL is greater thanor |

equal to 1, additional'evaluation as a potential localized area of
elevated PCOC concentration (hot spot) will be necessary.”

Decision Rule 10 (page 50)

greater than the RFCA AL, evaluation as described in the RFCA
Subsurface Soil Risk Screen (SSRS) is necessary.”

16

Section 3. 1:..2 =

| The fourth 1tem of 1 ormatlon, MDLs; should also

include method activity- limits (MALs) to cover

| radlonucllde COCS o

<.

| Appendix E. Analytical methods are organized in tables by
~general analytical suite, The tables present the minimum required

The text in Section 3, 12 , Inputs to the Decisions, number 4 was
changed to the. followmg

. “RL$/MDLs for accelerated action data and MDLs for existing
data for IA and BZ COCs and analytical methods are presented in

analytes within each respective suite, as well as the required
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Tan yt al sensitivity for each analyte Sensxtlwtlesareexpressed
as RLs or MDLs, and are specific to the measurement systems
used for IA and BZ sample analysis.” (page 52)

17 | Nonradionuclides were added to Section 3.1.2, Inputs to the
The phrase “elther nomadlonuchdes or” must be added Decision, number 6, item d). (page 53)
back to items ¢)- and &) in order to be compliant with o
RFCA Attachment 5 (Sectlon 1.1) and the IGD (Section
3.7.2). "
18 | Section3.1.2 - Deczszon Rules. (nages 56 and 58) “PCOC” was changed to “COC” as appropnate in Sectlon 3.12
.| The commients above.on the Decision Rules in.Section Deczsron Rules.

3.1.1 also. apply to this section. Because these decision :
rules concern cqu_ﬁrmatlon sampling, the term COC rather | The phrase “metal and radionuclide COCs” in Section 3.1.2,

than PCOC should be: used throughout L Decision Rules, Decision Rule 2, was changed to “inorganic aud
. A : radionuclide COCs.” (page 54)

The following decision rule was added to Section 3.1.1 Decision

| Rules, Decision Rule 9 (page 50) and to Section 3.2.1 Decision

* Rules, Decision Rule 8 (page 56): “If a single maximum surface
soil COC concentration is equal to or greater than the RFCA AL
and the ratio of the 95% UCL of the mean concentration to its
respective RFCA AL is greater or equal to 1, additional
evaluation as a potential localized area of elevated PCOC

concentration (hot spot) will be necessary.”

The text is correct as stands.. Decision Rule 5 must be included
because it is the radionuclide SOR. ‘

The following decision rule was added to Section 3.1.2, Decision
Rules, Decision Rule 6: “If an action was required at a given
location based on a nonradiological surface soil SOR and if more
than one nonradiological contaminant concentration is detected
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_:Response

.| may each be summed separately. Data will be aggregated and

“The fellowin'g decision rules were added to Section 3.1.2,

above RLs for orgamcs or background means plus two standard
deviations for inorganics and exceeds 10 percent of the respective
WRW AL, then'a SOR at a given location will be calculated for
those contaminants that exceed 10 percent of their WRW AL. If
the SOR exceeds 1, the nonradiological carcinogenic
contaminants and nonradiological noncarcinogenic contaminants

evaluated as described in Decision Rule 7 in accordance with
RFCA requirements.. Otherwise, the soil does not need to be
further evaluated or remediated in accordance with RFCA
requirements. If further evaluation is necessary, the data may
also be summed by target organ.” (page 56)

The other decision rules are correct as stand Replacmg ‘evaluate
or manage” with “remediation” is not appropriate in this decision
document because the remedial decision is part of the ER RSOP
process. not the SAP process.

Decision Rules:

Decision Rule 8 (page 56)

“If a single maximum surface soil COC concentration is equal to
or greater than the RFCA AL and the ratio of the 95% UCL of the
mean concentration to its respective RFCA AL is greater than or
equal to 1, additional evaluation as a potential localized area of
elevated PCOC concentration (hot spot) will be necessary.”

Decision Rule 9 (page 56)

“If a subsurface soil COC concentration is equal to or greater than
the RFCA AL evaluation as described in the RFCA SSRS is
necessary.”

e e e e et o o A A i g
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Addltlonally, please see responses to Comments 9, 10, 11, 13,
and 14. = :

The paragraph Wthh begms “This methodology will
provide...” ¢ouild be added to the end of the second
method of developing statistical grids. The next

19 -
' The CRA w111 evaluate more than. just the “soﬂ ‘Data used in the CRA are described in the CRA Methodology and
contamination in accelerated action areas within the IA | are not addressed in the IABZSAP.
and BZ.” ThlS sectlon should explain that data for the ‘ : ,
CRA will come from.a-combination of sources: 1) The following text was added to Section 1.2, paragraph 3:
characterization sampling if the sample location remains | “While the IABZSAP describes sampling methods for CRA
intact, 2) confirmation sampling in remediated areas, and | sampling, specific CRA DQOs are described in the CRA
3)-any additional sampling required by the CRA DQOs to | Methodology. Separate CRA sampling addenda will be
fill data adequacy needs (see Sectlon 4. 0) developed to describe CRA sampling in accordance with CRA
DQOs.” (page 7)
20 | Section 4.0 (page 66- , s : '
Fxgure 25.does- not show IHSSs, PACs and UBCsas , The text in Section 4.0, paragraph 1, bullet 1 was changed to
1mphed in the. first bullet “Figures 1 and 2.” (page 58) \
121 Flgures 26= 27, and 28 : : .
- In these flow-diagrams, 'PCOCs are ehmmated and hot These diagrams (now Figures 25, 26, and 27) are used to describe
spots are evaluated before samphng begms the process, using existing data, to determine sampling locations.
: _. Please refer to Figute 35 for information on when hot spots are
evaluated.
The words “hot spot™ on these diagrams was changed to
“localized areas of elevated PCOC concentration.” Additionally, -
the text of the lead-in box (Figure 20) was clarified.
22

The paragraph break in Section 4.2.2 between bullet 2 and. the
next paragraph was removed. The second paragraph break in
Section 4.2.2 was removed and the text is now part of Method 2.

(page 65).

paragraph wh1ch begms “At UBCs and IHSSs or

s

10
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‘Response . . . . o R
PACs . could become rnethod #3 ’ ‘

23

‘| the previous d1$cussmn of grid size in the now deleted - page 63. The IABZSAP methodology more than satisfies

Sectlon422 -’a’e 74; ‘ - . . .
The new discussion-about samplmg gnd size drffers from | The references to Gilbert’s methodology are in Section 4.2.2,

Section 4.3.. This method should be more completely MARSSIM requirements because MARSSIM only requires 14
explained to show how it satisfies the Gilbert samples at all areas of concern.

methodology and to explain whether it satisfies '

MARSSIM protocols ' :

The dlscuss1on about. the statistically minimum number of | Section 4.2.2 (pages 63 through 66) pertains to characterization
samples has been deleted from the paragraph about small- | sampling and Section 4.5.2, which is now Sectlon 4.4.1 (page 81)
sized IHSSs and PACs .The minimum number of 5 " | pertains to confirmation sampling.

samples remairs in- sampling location method #2 in :

Section 4.5.2 (pages 92). ThlS deletlon should be
explained. :

24

| The gmdanc' and: pohcy from EPA and CDPHE - discussed with CDPHE and EPA and approved by EPA for use in

| been that field data-could be used to supportand IABZSAP. (Section 4.4.2, fourth bullet, page 82)

-| decisions. - .-

Sect1on452 pa e92 - e ' 5 _ S '

The last sentence in'Section 4.5.1 states that ﬁeld ‘By approving the IASAP and BZSAP the regulatory agencies -
analytical data maybe used for conﬁrmat1on samphng if . | agreed that th1s approach was acceptable (IASAP and BZSAP
the regulatory agencies concur. The st sampling location | Section 4.5.2). '

method in Section'4.5.2 assumes this concurrence with :
respect to using: ‘HPGe for radiological contamination. The use of field analytical data for confirmation sampling was

regarding radiological confirmation samphng has always | the BZ. As such, this concept needs to be included in the

supplement laboratory analyses, but laboratory data must
be the primary: basrs for final completlon of remediation

1 S
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25

(T Table 8 (p gﬂ 7 i
Footnote 2 should read, “The AOC is i t1ally based
on.. ' .

The text in Section 5.1.1, footnote to Table 8, was changed as
suggested (page 103) '

26

Sectlon5 1.1 ioc |

- The last sentences of the last two paxagraphs are specific

to the CRA data aggregatlon process and should be
deleted. ‘

The last sentences of the last two paragraphs in Section 5.1.1

were deleted. (page 103)

27

Step 2 should S ;e; ‘-“SORs will be calculated when the
concentrations: of 2 or'more PCOCs exceed 10% of their
respective ALs .

Step 3 should state, “If the pomt-by-pomt comparison
indicates that an analyte exceeds the RFCA AL or the

SORs exceed:1; ;then the. 95% UCL for that analyte W111 be

‘calculated across the AOC.”
‘These steps; 'seem dundant and slightly 1ncon51stent with

‘Section 5.1.2 was changed to match the DQOs. (page 103)

28

last bullet

The last bullet in Section 6.1.9 was not changed. A new bullet
was added for nonradionuclides. (page 118)

29

EDITORIAL/ TYPOGRAPHICAL
Have or will the appropriate changes due to RFCA
modifications also be made to the appendices?

Yes, the aopendices were modified to combine the IASAP and
BZSAP, as appropriate, and to bring them into compliance with

| the RFCA Modification of June 2003.

Appendix A was not modified.

Appendix B was modified to combine the IA and BZSAPs.
Appendix C was modified to combine the IASAP and BZSAP
text.

Appendlx D was modlﬁed to present the AAESE.

12
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Response "~

| WRW ALs.
» Appendxx K was not modlﬁed

Appendix E was modified to mcorporate WRW ALs and to -
separately list MDLs for existing data (consistent with the IASAP
and BZSAP) and RLs for accelerated action data. :
Appendix F was modified to add a column for the background -
means plus two standard deviations. The surface soil background
value for uranium, total was added and the subsurface soil
background values for several metals were corrected.

Appendix G was modified to change Tier I and Tier IT ALs to
WRW AlLs. The appendix letter was changed to H.

Appendix H was modified to change Tier I and Tier II ALs to
WRW ALs, combine the IA and BZSAPs, and to further descnbe
QC samples. - The appendix letter was changed to G. .
Appendix H-1was modified to change Tier I and Tier II ALs to
WRW ALs and combine the IA and BZSAPs. The appendix
letter was changed to G.

Appendix I was modified to clarify that the regressmn was for in-
situ HPGe analysis and to change Tier I and Tier IT ALs to WRW
ALs. :

Appendix J was modified to change Tler Iand T1er II ALs to

The app_endlces will be provided in the final document.

: numbered

Page 1- There is-an. extIa
second paragraph ‘Suggest combmmg the last two
sentences of the second paragraph in Section 1.0:

| IABZSAP Addenda will supplement the IABZSAP by

Due to deletlons, some subsectlons need to be re-

» in the last sentence of the

- The extra “and” was removed from Section 1.0, second .
paragraph, last sentence.. (page 1)

The agencies were provided with a redline/strikeout version that
DOE recognizes can be confusing. The sections and subsections
were renumbered when the redline/strikeout was removed.

The last two sentences of Section 1.0, paragraph 2, were

providing SpCCIﬁC charactenzatlon plans and will be

13

combined as suggested. (page 1)
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prepared when crrcumstances present characterrzatron
opportunities.

30 | Paged3-Add “and” after dec131on #1 under ' In Section 3.1. 1 Identification of Decxszons ‘and” was removed
Identlﬁcatton of Dec:szons remove “and” at the end of at the-end of the second bullet of Section 3.1.1 and a perlod was
decision #2 and.add a period. - -added. “And” was added to the end of the first bullet. (page 42)

31 Pages 45. and 55~ Itei e);'should be changed to d). This change was made when the redline/strikeout was removed
. T (pages 43 and 53) :
32 - This change was made when the redlme/strlkeout was removed.
In Section 3.1.1, Study Boundaries the “IA” in the fourth bullet
(now the third bullet) was deleted and “IASAP” was changed to
“TABZSAP.” (page 46) _
In Section 3.2.1, Study Boundarzes the “IA” in the sixth bullet
was deleted. (page 54)

33 The word “No” was added between Decision Rule 4 and Decision
Rule 5 on Figure 22 (now Figure 21). (page 48)

34 This change was made when the redline/strikeout was removed.

35 , thm the IA and BZ” is repeated In Section 3.1.3, first paragraph, last sentence, the second
in the ﬁrst_. ) I of Sectlon 3.1.3. occurrence of the phrase “within the IA and BZ” was removed.

- ' ' (page 57)

36 Page 73 Ad ‘thi word “detector” or “mstrument” after In Section 4.2.2, item 2, the word “detector” was added after the

_ the second HP: em. C second occurrence of HPGe. (page 65)

37 | Page 91 - Thie number of: the first samplmg locatron This change was made when the redhne/stnkeout was removed.

' method should be hanged from 2t 1. (page 81)

38 | Page 93~ It i clear?v'i/'hy “4.671s struck out to the left | This change was made when the redline/strikeout was removed.

This section 1s now Sectlon 4 5. (page 83)

of the Characte atlon..Samplmg Strategy title.

14
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'Response -

“The former Figure 33.was deleted.

39 | Figure 33 - It is unclear why this map is needed, since all
‘ the features are already on Figures 31 and 32. _ :
40 | Page 134 Change the reference in the third bullet to The reference in Section 5.3.3, third bullet, was changed to-
Section 5.3.4. = . Section 5.3.4. (page 110)
41 | App. E —The'title of this appendlx should probably Based on the modifications to Appendix E, the title was changed

include “minimum detectable activities” to cover.

to include “reporting limits.”

radionuclide PCOCS '

15
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EPA Comments, dal

€d October; 2003

"'Response

,prlormzed over:

levels could be- »
data gaps. In: ad tion
‘process as.outlir
‘background
|-result in: ehrm i}

‘1) Section 1.1..1;"Aece1erl_ated Action Ecological Risk
Screen Process, provides a good description of the

process that will:be used to identify data gaps associated
with ecological receptors. (i.e., the ecological action levels
will be used during:the Accelerated Action Ecological

Screen). However, it is still not clear how and when the
ecological action levels will be used in ¢onjunction with

the process to be. used for-the Wildlife Refuge Worker

(WRW) Action Levels as outlmed in Section 3.0 (Inputs
to the Decxsmn) “The presentatlon (as outlined in Item 4)

appears to suggest that the- ecologxcal action levels would
be used followmg a ‘human ‘health: screemng process, or
that it will’ be two- separate efforts.

It is not ev1dent as to why the WRW Action Levels are

e’ ecologlcal action levels. It would be

 both human health and- ecological action

s1multaneously in order to document
it is:not evident whether the

thh utilizes a comparison to a

s two: standard deviations, would

chemicals of potential ecological

fabove an ecologlcal action levels.

more efficient

The document should mdlcate that the ecologlcal action

levels will be:compared with WRW Action Levels to -
determine . whet he lowest action level is associated
with the WRW ot‘an‘ecological receptor.. If the lowest
action levél is. assomated with ecological receptors, then

A sitewide Accelerated Actlon Ecological Screening Evaluatlon |
will be performed using a methodology developed by the inter-
agency Risk Assessment Working Group.

the Accelerated Actlon Ecologlcal Screen Process will be
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conductedﬁ ’fhe" 'ment should also 1ndlcate that a

be presénted in’ the document

table which preset its:a‘comparison of all action levels will

2) It is indicated:that the IABZSAP DQOs apply to
‘surface and subsurf; ace soil encountered during
characterization and conflrmatlon samphng "The DQOs
should be adJusted to include prowsmns for sedlment and
surface water. |

'Con51stent with RFCA the IABZSAP applies to surface and

subsurface soil only:

-

3) The document prov1des a list of PCOCs

Please add
leXlI’lS to the hst :

| basis.

Individual analytes are not included in the PCOCs, only groups of
analytes. Ind1v1dual PCOCs are determined on an IHSS Group

‘4) Item 2, Method Detectlon L1m1ts (MDLs) indicates
that the lowest RFCA Als for any exposure scenario are
presented in Appendlx E. Appendix E only contains
human health action.levels. The MDLs should be
compared to ecologlcal actlon levels, or PRGs, as
.available; to identify any MDLs that will above the action
level. A table.should be added to the text of the
document to clearly 1dent1fy all analytes w1th MDLs

- above. the:lowest action level

‘Appendix E was revised so that it is consistent with RFCA.

' 5) Decision Rules: Which data points are bemg used in
rule 57 This' needs to'be clearly spe01ﬁed in order for the -
‘rule to rnake sensé :

Section 3.1.1, Decision Rules, in Decision Rules 6 and 7 (page
50), the phrase “at a given location” was added to clarify that the
SOR is calculated by location. :

Section 3.1.2, Decision Rules, in Decision Rules 5 and 6 (page '
56), the phrase “at a given location” was added to clarify that the
SOR is calculated by location.
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-Response

General Comments .

1 This document is one plece of the overall effort to

characterize and remediate Rocky Flats and as a result of
“other efforts that are currently in progress, it is difficult to
keep all documents and agreements consistent with each
other. Some gaps and inconsistencies are present in this
.| document that should.be: addressed and they are primarily
| related to efforts.of the Risk-Assessment Working Group
to develop the final work plan for the Comprehensive
Risk Assessment (CRA) Discussions regarding -
sampling i the buffer zone of unsampled areas on a 30
acre grid need to, be finalized and the resulting agreed
upon plar rieeds:t6 be- ‘incorporated into this document. .

be cons1stent with’ those of the CRA and the Data
Adequacy Report ST :

'In addition, tHe: DQ@S described in this-document need to

CRA issues, including DQOs and sampling in unsampled areas
are not addressed in the IABZSAP they will be included in the

CRA Meéthodology and the Data Adequacy Report. The CRA

Working Group has not yet finalized the CRA Methodology or
the Data Adequacy Report. '

The ‘followmg text was added to Section 1.2, paragraph 3:
“While the TABZSAP describes sampling methods for CRA

.sampling, specific CRA DQOs are described in the CRA

Methodology. Separate CRA sampling addenda will be
developed to describe CRA sampling in accordance with CRA
DQOs.” (page7) .

,Specxﬁc Comments P

12 Section 3. l 1.

' Page 43 The Problem

' There i is‘tio mentlon in this section that one of the
main purposes it is serving is to determine
whether an-accelerated action should be taken -
based upon the data that is collected. Therefore
this should be included in the problem statement
as well asin’ many other areas_th:ou ghout the-
section, so'that it is-clear that the results of the -
characterization effort will be used to take
accelerated actlons where necessary and that

The decision whether to conduct an accelerated action is part of
the ER RSOP not the IABZSAP. The IABZSAP describes the

' data evaluation criteria. As specified in Section 3.1.1, The

Problem, first sentence “The nature and extent of contamination

.must be known with adequate confidence to make accelerated

action decisions”. (page 42)
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Response

accelerated actions are intended to be the main
vehicle of: remediation at the site.

Page 45, Inputs‘toithe decision: :
. Section 4) RFCA ‘comparison criteria: It should be
mentioned here that RFCA ALs include not only:

human health, but also- ecological levels. In addition,

it should be mcntroned that the eco levels are still in.
development: and ‘therefore, until they are final, all
areas that undergo this sampling and evaluation

process must be evaluated for ecologlcal purposes at
some’ later time. .

A sitewide Accelerated Action Ecological Screening Evaluation

will be performed using a methodology developed by the inter-

‘agency Risk Assessment Working Group.

In Section 3.1.1, Inputs to the Decision, number 4, “WRW” was
added. (page 43) -

In Sectlon 3.1.2, Inputs to the Decision, number 6, “WRW” was
added. (page 53)

.Section ¢) An exceedance is deﬁned as elther the ratio of
each PCOC: concentratron to its AL > 1 or as the SOR for
radionuclides > I. .Does:this mean that rads are subject
‘to both companson Criteria? If not, it should, be clarified
that only non-rads are subject to the first comparlson

Sectron 3 1.1, Inputs to the Decision, number 4, item ¢) is specific
to radionuclides. A separate item, item d) was added for non-
radionuclides. (page 43)

‘Section 3.1.2, Inputs to the Decision, number 6, item c) is specific

to radionuclides. A separate item, item d) was added for non-
radionuclides. (page 53)

Section e) Basically:the same criteria are used to
determine when PCOC concentrations are below RFCA
Als. As stated above, the document needs tobe clarified
as to whether only non-rads are subject to-the first.
_comiparison. Actually there really is no reason to define.
when data is “Bélow ALs” and the document would be
‘ 1mproved by _]l.lSt deletrng this section.

Section 3 1.1, number 4, and Section 3.1.2, number 6 and all sub-

items are consistent with the IGD as specified by the regulatory -

agencies. .

Section 3.1.1, number 4, Item e is specific to radionuclides. The
nonradionuclide SOR is described in item f. (page 44).

Section 3.1.2, nurnber 6, Item e is specific to radionuclides. The-
nonradionuclide SOR is descnbed initem f. (page 53).
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Response

6 ‘Page 51, Dec151on Rules

Rule 2: Thls rule addresses analytes that have ALs

- which are less than background levels, Such a
situation md1cates that one of these levels needs to be

" changed. In addition, it would be helpful to compile a
list showing'which analytes have AL < background
levels so that these can be reviewed for possible
revision. Also, in‘this situation would the AL be used
or would: the’ background level be used in'making a
determmanon About whether a PCOC becomes a

- COC?

“with WRW ALs less than background.

DOE concurs that background values for some analytes should be
recalculated. This issue is being discussed. There are no analytes.

7 _ Rule 3: Wlthout a, defmltlon of the work:“adequate”,

" this rule is essentlally meamngless

In Section 3.1.1, Decision Rules, Decision Rule 3, the first .
occurrence of the word “adequately” was deleted (page 50).

In -Section 3.12, Decision Rules; Decision Rule 3, the first
occurrence of the word “adequately” was deleted (page 54).

8 ‘Rule 6 If thlS rule only apphes to fion-rads, then that

should be ex___ _1c1t1y stated in the ruIe itself.

In S-ection 3.1.2, Decision Rules, Decision Rule 5 was changed to

In Section 3.1.1, Decision Rules, Decision Rule 5 (now 6) was
changed to indicate that it is for radionuclides. A new decision
rule, Decision Rule 7 states that this rule is for nonradionuclides.

(page 50)

indicate that it is for radionuclides. A new decision rule,
Decision Rule .6 states that thlS rule is for nonradlonuchdes

(page 57)

9 Rule 7: ThlS ;ru’Ie's'hould also state that the evaluation

~-should follow the Ecological Accelerated Action
Screening Process. .

A sitewide Accelerated Action Ecological Screening Evaluation
will be performed using a methodology developed by the inter-
agency Risk Assessment Working Group. A decision rule is not
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' S - ' : required.

10 | Figure 20, AOC Determination

This figure éhbﬁld‘be renamed, since it cbvers much | Figure 20 (now Figure 19) (page 45) encompasses both the initial

more than ju‘étAOC-deterﬁliﬁation; It should also = | AOC determination based on existing data and the final AOC
show that the eventual use of the data will be in the determination based on characterization and/or confirmation data.

CRA- S o Figure 20 (now Figure 19) (page 45) was modified to reflect
multiple OUs. The title is correct, however it was changed to
“Initial and Final AOC Determination” to more accurately reflect
the contents of the Figure. The “remediation” box was changed -
to “no further accelerated action”. o

/ While the data may be iiséd in the CRA, the determination of
what data will be used is part of the CRA Data Adequacy Report
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